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Presented at a conference sponsored by the Interc 1tural Development
and, Research Association and held at Texas
3 October 1978 '

GHICANOS AND CONCEPTS OF CULTURE

By Philip Ortego y Gasca ,

INTRODUCTION

Group ‘behavior conceptualized as “culture" is of

»

,ture.evorved from the assumptzons_of social theory

'promulgated in the 19th=centﬁryw

»
'Behavior previousiy

assumed to be biologzcal in nature or subsumed under

. relatively recent origin. - In fact, the concept of cul-

' )

the rubric of "human'hature“ came to be seen as cultural

“in essence, socially learned.and socxally_transmltted.

In 1871, E. B. Tyler postulated the first scientific

whole which includes.knowledge, belief, art, morals, “

R

by Durkherm. Krocher, Towle, Wessler, and many othema.

By 1921 culture came to be regarded as “the syatematle

‘ents. to children. More recentli. culture has come to

be regarded as a continuum,

" by man as a"member of society. !

2

a flow of characteristics

bustom. and many other capabilities and habits acquired

" . body of learned behavior whieh ig transmitted from par-

¢

 definition of culture by identifying it as "that complex

1Edward Be Tyler. Primitive Culture (Boston, L&?l).-

"quoted in A Behaviorigl‘hpé?ogqhﬁto Historical Analysis
' by Rebert F. Berkhofer, Jr..

P 84,

Q\ew Yorks °F

ree. Press. 1909),

.-

2Leslie White, The Science of Culture (New,Yorks )

'Grove Press. 1949). p. xvixIﬁ
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binding one generation to another. However.’this’per- '
spective advances the deterministic notion that the
_-behavior of human beings is thus conditioned by the cul-
ture into which they are born and which both embraces

and possesses them totally.3

' Therefore, the differences in behavior manifested

. by various groups may be in large part due to differ—

ences in thelr respective cultural traditions. sut if

our behavior is condltioned totally by our culture, then
‘are we.consequently victims of our culture? Or does the
problem of cultural contact and so~-called "cultural

*euperiority" stem simply from lack of cultural awvarenesH

\)

--that is, awareness of the value and centrality-of-cul-

¢

ture in the lives of those who comprise that culture?

!

Indeed the latter is more 1ike1y the case. although

) »ﬁsimply becoming culturally aware of other ethnic groups

*in ahd Qf)itself is no guarantee of ‘an oppressed cul-
7 ture’s amelioration in the scheme of a dominant culture.

| The-Roman occupation of.Greece.is a good case in point.

?on while the Romans. culturally aware of their Greek -

sub;ugates. adopted a remarkable array of Greek customs.

behavior. cOnventions. and thought. they neverthele%

)

oontinuedito oppress.xne Greqks themselves to tho point o

of ferrying them to Rome as siaves. Thisrsame kind of .
’ # | ' ol A .
A‘nﬁ:\i‘_}' 4 .. o, . . -

31bid., p. 126.
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‘ behavior is evident in the United States vis-a-vis -

Blacks and Asians and the territorial minoritlesﬁ ‘Chi- 5@?;;;
canos and Indians. Anglos._ror*example.'readily vear
Indian jewelry but keep Indiane at arms-lengthvln the
social structuret they devour ‘Mexican food but deny . E . i
Chicanos access into the mainstream; they burnnlpcense
but shun the\zompany of—A31an-Americansw they.dig soul
_music but continue to depredate Blacks. In all of-this
“the concept of culture is loat in the din of Faustian |
-America. | ) _ T
Yet, if Americans really took the ﬁoncept“of:"cul-
tureity"4 serious, the racial problems,of‘theipnited
~ states might well be improved, if'not‘eradicated. Let
us then examine briefly some relevant concepts in the

' study of culture and how they relate to Chicanos

specifically-~and other ethnlc mlnoritxes in; general.

" RELEVANT. CONCEPTS. IN THE STUDY' OF CULTURE .

NORMATIVE APPROACH . R | R
The most perva31ve yet the. most fallacxous notlon
of culture 1ies embedded in what haa code to be called IRV '3¢~

'the "normatlve" approach to\culture.* In soceal analyslsu
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the normatlve approach to the study of culture dlrects

its attention to that ideation ahared by a particular

'group in terms of what.it ought to do. mhe approach
divxdes such cultural ideation into valuee and norms.
The problem in this approach is that it runs aground
over the question of "rhetorlc" and "reality.r For
invariably the normativist encounters theﬂdlscrepancy.

between how culture ought to behave and how in fact

" it does .behave. For instance. the rhetoric of the

Aherican constitution bestows certain rlght\\and guar-

B ¥

antees to all American citizens: Yet, the reallty of.

American life belies the rhetorip of that dpcument.

\

For despite the 14th amendment a the host of Civ11

Rxghts laws passed since the Civi War. Amerlcan Blacks

”have stil]. to realize the perqulsl'es of American

citizenship. And . in the march towa ds acqulsltlon of

/
_rxghts the tonstitution has declare they had all along,

. Amerlcanlnlacks are being chastened for prOgresslng too

qulckly towards those goals of equa11 y--goals they
should not have to strive for if the rhetoric ofwthe
Conetitutlon means what it actually sa .

Normatave analysts of culture expl in that’ there

;

e
and norms and that a cu}ture ought to be

are "ideal" alues and norms and “operatK:nal" values 3'

ssessed both
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N . .
in terms of‘the‘ideal and thecoperational._ But the gues*“
. tion looms grimly ih the nether-light of'intent and. |
action: Who shall determine vhat_is “ideal®" and ‘what
'is.“operational“? Let us 1ook at'Chicanos fn'this |
- light. .
First of all, the ideals formulated for thonght\\‘,1>
‘and action by Chicanos haVe. for the most part, been’
-the product of non~Chicano analysts and researchers.
':H- The result has been ; normative set of ldeal and opera-.
tional behaviors vhich hardly reflect the actualities
| of Chicano thought and action. ‘A case in point is the '
cultural grid postulated by such Anglo investigators _'
. as Florence Kluckhohn. wuliam Madsen, Celia’ Heller. and. '
: Arthur Rubel. to name but a few.' The grid includes
notions such as: Chicanos are.fatalists.f They;are*not;
goal—oriented. Nor are they guture oriented.‘ By com-
parison Anglps emerge. as exhibiting "right" behavxors |
while Chicanos appear as exhibiting “deficient" ce~
- haviors. Yet, by a criteria derived 1ntraculturally;.
! Chicanos exhibit behaviors in these areas not unlike
‘Anglos. why the difference then? The answer is simply
- that Anglo reserachers approach the study of Chicano
" culture from an already biased position, however much -
. -?-they.may disclaim bias. - The truth of the matter may

\ 5

. .

& ) )

PSRN TL R ' .
e




o5

e

, 1ie in the proposition that an "outsider"»cannot hOpe A..-)
- to. really understand a- culture unless he is a part of .'ih
that culture. for. cultural nuances may escape his atten;l."%
| tion entirely, not to mention the subtle and lntricate >‘.s¥;f
fnuances of language engendered by that culture. For t-,_-
eXample.-the Soviet Union declares as_fervidly as the

5-. United Statesfthat.itlpractices popular democracy.”ert
Americans regard the rule of the Soviet ﬁnion aﬁ’totali-‘

: tarian. And likewise. the Soviet Union regards American
-.rule as oppressive. N&ﬁich is right? We can only respond _
that th% question of "right" lies entirely in the cul-
tural point of view. The normative approach to culture '
‘thus limits our penception of a’people. Perhaps'the*'
most blistering reJoinders to the normative approach in |
:-the study of culture comes from Octavio Romano and Nick

i Vaca:S As "insiders" they take to task Anglo researchers
‘who have looked only for the queer. the curious and the

' quaint about phicano culture. They argue for a genuine
reassessment Of Ghicano culture in terms of Chicano idea-

tion. not necessarily based on ideal or operational values.

1

Octavio Romano, "The AnthrOpology and Sociology
of the Mexican-Americans -The Distortion of Mexican-
American History;«El Grito, Fall, 1968; Nick Vaca, "'he
Mexican-American in thelSocial Sciencess 1912-1970,

El Grlto. Spring. 1970. S

‘Y . .l." . N . 6
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-but based?on'historical'and existential'realitiesias.'

-

:actuallz ekperienced'by Chicanos.'dot as'perceived‘byd

~fAnglos.:-

mxonomc CONCEPT  *

, °

'~_ A more current approach to the study of culture is .
';the "taxonomic" in vhich cultural phenomena-is.studied :
by classifying them according to form and funotion |
:,vhich are then grouped into categories of behavior.
" categories which Clyde Kluckhohn cailed "salient cate- |
igories." Like the normative approach; the taxonomic .

focuses on behavxor perceived‘externally from the cul-'-i.'

ture under observation. although the classlfication of
cultural experiences attémpts to temper judgments about

“right* o) "deflcient" behaviors. Yet the purpose of

ﬁﬁ;any concept of culture is to tell us SOmething about '

the . "actors" in question. This predicates interpre-

Y

“:ﬁtation. _For vithout interpretation the data’ becomes
‘merely a catalog of cultural ‘events or manifestations.

_Robert Feo Berkhofer. Jr., identifies the process of inter-

pretation_as a problem of “translation.® He asks: "To

~ what extent doestms’observer's cgnstruct of a whol’ cul-

ture have reference to some reality in the actors being

’:studied?"G Impinging upon interpretation or translation

.

4 SRobert F. Berkhofer, Jr., Op. Cit., p. 120.

.............



of the observed phenomena is the risk of distortion, as

*foctavio Romano ‘has trencﬂantly pointed out 1n his essay

on: the “Historical and Intellectual Presence of Mexican-‘

7

.Americans."‘ Another problem, of: course, wlth the tax-

'-~onomic concept of culture is that like its normatlve
kin, it too is rooted in the belief system(s) of the . ‘;,j_ ,- -
»-observer(s) rather than on the belief system(s) of the -
._culture under study. The normative concept employs a o
"prescriptlve" cr1teria while the taxonomic employs a’

"subjective” .one, In short, the eentralgquestlon is Bl

as Berkhofer suggestsz »T'o what eXtent oes the ob-

server's [concept of culture] correspond to the actor's

cultural 1deat10n said to be the source of the observed

4

behavior?"ei . S

CONCEPT . . ..

4 ) den

COMPONENTIA

Another concept of culture wldely held today is
the componentlal concept that attempts,to show how the '
components--knowledge, bellef. values, norms--of - a
y.given culture relate to the vhole'of that culture. ‘This

uconcept suggests that synergicallx,the whole of a culture

-

: .
7Octav1o Romano, ”rhe Hlstorlcal and Intellectual e
Presence of Mexican—Amerlcans." El Grito,)winter, 1969. Yoo

[ ' R
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is greater than its parts. - That is, that ' no cataloged. .

enumeration of parts is sufficient to-represent the true

,sum total of a culture."9 Or as Rutﬁ Benedlct suggests,
10

"Cultures are more than the sum of their traits." © Thus "

‘a- culture emerges as a. configuratxon or Gestalt of ‘.'
oompogential values ranked hierarchically. The end

judgment of this concept considers culture as a system

\

integrated. hierarchically on basic value orientations. _:.

A cultural tradition is thus "a stream of interacting

: cultural elements. ;1 . _- L o :1 o 1_ -

Al

The single most important cautlon to be heeded in

this concept of culture is of course the tendency to

' v1ew_cu1ture mechanistically.as a rlgld and.inflexible -

;
|

structure. The end result'of'the compone tial concept

. of culture is "diagnosis“ in terms of fixed restraints o
_such as. language and envxronment. perform ince (actlv1tles).

f“f.and aspirations’ (goals) The legitlmacy of a culture S

{

tures. The success of a culture<is therefOre its mea-

sure bf performance'against the backdrop of fixed

. , NI
5 . . . .
,&

)

1ORuth Benedict. Patterns\of Culture (Neu Yorks LA
Houghton—leflln. 19347. p. .47. SRR
.:/‘ 11“hlte!; . --E - to » Po 1660 | : | gt
iy -l’,7.'
. l".
»

is thus subjected to various comparisons with other cul-' .
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"inefficient" use of *anguage, for exanple. requires

f“_view. Chicano culture provides Chicanos with the cul- . %_-3'15-‘

:tioning effectively,

;norms of the*majority society.-
‘of Chicano culture lies in those things outside of Chi-_ i
~ ¢ano culture which have not beeh appropriately inte-'

ffgrated.

-Chicanos provided that diagnosis ‘is not the objective.',

) For indeed. a culture_functione componentially for the."

| defining the cross-ciltural variables.

. g‘ .
.. .
o . .

.
-

- restraints.- Por Chieanos thia may well mean that an . L

remediation in the foﬁm of compensatory learning. rhus.
the onus for "improvement" lies vitn Chicano culture not'

the social institution\of the dominant society.

| 5_. componentially. aa seen from the Anglo POiﬂt of

-~

tural—uherewithal to.perform and succeed in Anglo cul~

ture if all the, components of Chicano culture are ' func-

*

In this case "effectively" means
f,.‘
‘unctioning in sub-*dominant harmony with the values and -

For Anglos the’ failure

English—language dominance, for exampie. But ’

¥

the componential concept of culture has some merit for. "

benefithof its actors. The xub lies in measuring and

.If mutual .
understanding, free of value judgments. is the aim, then -
crose-cultural research may yield a wealth of informa~.

é
tion furthering that understanding.

But if the research

yieldp -judgments such as "Mexicans.tend to endure stress

-

10 RS ¢ ‘ v ) , . - " . T
i . ’




»

B | 'passively-rather thanistruggle'actiVely'in the manner

12 then the inherent’

.’-chargcteristic of many Americans.“

S bias of such statements will truncate and impede cross-f

eyl

cultural understanding. Moreover such Judgments s1mply sli

RYS

tend to\perpetulte the already existing stereo-types
‘about . other people and cultures. For at»heart the - J_"'_ ,f_ ,i.
componential yiew of culture ought to enable us to dis- |
_ cern the componential influences acting upon individuals # - L
e of a given culture rather than lead us to easy éener~“

alizations about an entire group o culture,_

LT - .

EXISTENTIAL APPROACH

' This leads us then to a final cOncept of cultures:

.‘ A " -

v’

v the existential view_in which behavior i seen ot .

[N

‘ ne%essarily as a manifestation of a’ speclfic culture.
;3 ' ‘_t , . .._'."'1 . '
but as the ﬂbstalt of culture interacting witn forces R

- . . e

outgide the culture.' For example. from this v1ew the

%+ . D LY

- S ._economic déprivation of thicahes is not regarded as a . s

o conaition‘inherent in Chicano culture Jbut in the:social -,
i i forces in Ameriﬁan society which create i;equallty of
opportunity. ‘American 8lacks in this case.do not P ’
.gravitate towards sports because their'culture stresses

. gports but because sports is one of ‘the, few areas of P :
\ / s
opportunity afforded them by American society. 1In like . ' '

manner, Chicanos do not gravitate towards the garment

o

. V " [ . .
i . .‘.\ e TS \ . i" . *h
S 12w. H. Holtzman. nCross-Cultural Research on Per- o
w o sonality Development," unman Qggglgnmgﬂg 8:65 (1965), ' A
- .. N 81 N . . .. l ' . .
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industry -of the Southwest because their culture encour-’

'Laqee manual dexterity .(as-@gne El Paso busineseman

testified before a. natignal commission investlgating

rd

-'Chicano unemployment) but, rather, because the garment-'

industry ig- one of tha few industries affording Chicanos. -

”&u‘

<

.‘.' P~

the opportunity for work--however exploitive that ln—~'

dustry may .be of Chicanos (the Farah strike belng a NN

primelexample).14 The existential ospcept of culture
sees yan in his realities oft!ntlmes the- uictim of
forces beyond his control. But man is free. to “@hoose”
argue some Existgntualists. Not so‘when the gorces-of4

exigtence militgie against choice. A Chicano is not
“ b B .

free to.choose poverty. ‘More often than not, Chlcanos

A}

are economically impoverished because’tf the socxal forces -

of racism and discrimination. when equality of oppor-=

-tunitywbecomes a reality in America ‘then Chicanos may

!be free to choose.ﬁ And it is prec1sely this equality

- of opportunity that Chicanos are militantly striving

o

tovards. . X _ _
A n. . ' . . - . ’ .

13urhe Impact_of'Commuter Aliens Along the MeXican

and Canadian Borders," Hearings sefore the felect Com-"

mission on'Western Hemisphere Immigration, Part I, El1
Paso, Texas; January 26-27, 1968. ,auperintendent of
Documents. U. S, Government Printing Office.

14See Philip D. Ortego, 4"Chicanos EXtend the

Boycott," The Nation (November 20. 1972), pp. 497-49&.i/-~
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! o  BASIC PROPOSITIONS FROM'THE'fOUNDNTIONS'OF CUL&URE , -

K3

[ T - . Ce ¥

. In the’ process of detailing the most relevant

[

Co ' historical approaches ’eo the study of‘cultures and how
1 LT they relate to Chicanos. ve have identified eome or the
-‘S ' leading contributors to the concepts of culture and how -
these concepts impact upon cdncepte of Chicano culture.
Let us turn then to some basic propositiona from the |
foundations of culture and their implications for Chi-

':g . = canos.

-~

N,

. A. Cultural Determinism

—f{; 3 o Essentiallf cultural determinism advances the prop7
| osition that all cultures are distinct and that its |
1°7..l actors act in accordance\vith the'principleé underlying
that culture. The most notable exponents of . c;Itural
: determinism are Benjamin Lee Whorf and’ Edward Sapir. )
' From their studies of American Indian tribes, they .
postulated that culture may be defined as what. a -
\\ society does and thinks.: By exteneion.,this postulation
" ,,euggeets that behavior is hoth engendefed and li;ited )
by\culture..-In other words, one's outlook and grasp of
the world is determined by the. restralnts impoeed by
K .~ one's culture. Tﬁe implicatione of< thie proposition for

- Chicanos are ghat their particular behaviors may be -

attributed to cultural ficlencies and deficiencies.

o,

¢




‘thus in the latter view regarded as victims of their

for the integration of minority groups into their scheme - -
- of life. 1In sﬂbrt. these propositions contend that'tnej\l,fL~jS

"of the dominant group. But these propositions hinge‘\‘

. -
' LI . . [
. - . s v .
[ . . . . . —

peculiar culture.

B. Assimilation--lntegrgtion--hcculturgg on

. These three propositions are really: all part of the

same qoxn--propositions advanced by dominqnt cultures

well-being and advancement of minority groups lies in
their acceptance of dominant-group values and norms as
well as aphuming the overall behaVior characteristics

/
upon a rhetorical turn of phrase. Far most often the - °

reality belies the philoaophical stance of the words.

\ (l) Assimilationfrepresents ait atomistic view of

cultural melioration in which minority groups give up

their ethnic and racial identity in favor of the ethnic

and racial identity of the dominant group. With White
- N

ethnics this may pose little problem as in the case of

white Europenn American"who may onl}'noﬁ retain their . .
former'ethnkfihentities in\tbeir names--if at all.

Names like,Kruschevski becomes Crews; and Rabinowitz be-
comeszabin eo that the ethnic or gino of a person'are
onomastically obscured.}/ln~other'VOrds; by issimiletion"
all the'people of a culture aeqoire the same cultural

- - | 14 - o .

"
'
" * .
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- * . valence. But for "colored" Americans the process of . .

assimilatiOn rejects them. For in the mythical meltlng
pot ”colored" minorities sink to’ the botoom as unas~.

. " gsimilated chunks unable to melt. 'Thus; for. Chicanos |
assimilation has produced negligib)e benefits of melior- |

ation.

(2) 1Integration is tne‘token effort'ogoa-dominanr
grouo to.integrate its colored minoritieo.. The process--
carrieo outeyieh great reluotence for thenmost—pe:t--
resembles azlarge stoge with other smaller stones' |
imbedded into its surface. part of the 1arger stone but

»‘ still ident:.fiable ‘as different stones simply stuck to .

: ’ ghe other. At best. integration repreSents a condescension‘w

E on the part of the domlnant group, at worst an #insidioug -
and paternal colonialism. For example,'untix.1962 (just
{# years aoo) Arner‘_i"can ,Bleckd could not sit at the lunch
counters of certainureotaurants vithout depredation 3no;'“
violent reprisals. Since then.ihoweVer, Blecke mé&fnoo/e
‘git at those 1o;ch counters (though still not thhout
some’ evidenco of discomfort or dlsapprowal by many whxtes)
thanks to the public accommodation-%}%s of the federal
government. Integration is 4hus a kind of holding actlon
which allows "colored" mlnorities only a modicum of . .

A . entrée into the White’ social structure.._In_the private -
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sector Blacks are still.considered as outsiders. The
same is also true for Chicanos degpite the rhetoric of
highrsounding affirmativewaction programs which pay
only lip service to their goals.

(3) Accglturation implies the acquisition of.the’

cultural wherewithal so get by in American sociaty.
Ethnic*minorities are encouraged to learn the culture

of the dominant soc1ety in order to "make it." although
the hidden agenda still stresses emasculation of thew\\
culture of ethnic minorities. - For Chicanos. bilingual/
" bicultural education is a socxal tactic to bring 'them
into the American mainstream. But the emphasis is still

on the superiority of the CQltural values and norms

of ,the dominant societyi Nowhere is bilingual education-

'seen as educating Chicanos.'ror example. in Spanish and
cninese-:an:?equally valid emphasis of a trueloilincual/
bicultural educational progr ,,a:»’_ '_'. . » -
The only viable alternative seen by many Chicanos
is a form of social policy which sbresses the unique~ .
ness. and worth of all cultures--cultural democracy . as
it. is sometimes called. or "cultureity; : That is, where
national policY avera that the American experience«is .
the sum total of all its etnnic“parts;fwhere no one cul-
ture dominates all others, | | | ‘
o | 16
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A

" Ce Biiinguai}sm/Biculturalism

A. fairly recent cultural—probosition is one~articu-
lated by Chicanos but one which 1ooks to be already
coopted,by the dominant society: Bilingualism/bicul-

turalism. In this proposition Chicanos see the possi-

bility of retaining thei distinct cultural identity

-while at the same timé making gains towards equality of

cano children have a "right" to be educated in the

-7

opportunity. This propoaition maintains (supported by
A R '

iegislative, executive and Judicial*mhnaates) that Chi-'

)._

language Of their home br of their forebearers. That

to bé educated othervise is tantamount to cultural~

genOcide. But bilingual)bicultural programs afe inap-

-

riately administered—-by Anglos more. often than not

in the dec1siVe administrative positions. The aims' of
bilin al/b1cu1tura1 education are being suoverted. to
the ihterest of the dominant group rather than the

interests 'of Chicanos who have placed high stakes On |

these programs.-

De. Cultural Syncretism

This;proposition.addresses_itself“to'the phe- *
nomena- of cultures in contact from which the contiguous

or opposing cultures create a kind of cultural union

P

synthesizing the salient teatures of both ‘into a third

A

s
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_ also drew heavily on their studies of native American

cultural forwe. Oftentimes this is simply another form

| of cultural optation. fFor inherent in the prdposltlon

is the evanescence of the subdominant culture.

METHODS DIREQTED. TO . THE STUDY OF CULTURE . . N

‘As we h veiseen. the methods directed to the study .

\

of cglture and by extenslon to the study of Chicano ’

culture have een, for the most part, methods tormulated"

from tqe point of view of the dominant curturgw * The

ot
methods have been primarlly empirlcal. interp 1ve.and

subjective. éyltural researchers llke;Peter Duponceau

l
collected data about American Indian trlbes in the early

19th century. Albert Gallatin. 1ike Duponceau. alsJ
conducted cultural ‘studies on ‘American Indian trlbed.

In the. late 19th century and first half of the 20th -
Franz 30as developed cultural concepts u31ng methodolo-.‘

- .
gies drawn from his study of Indlan trices. Unlike

“his p ecessors. however. Boas was reluctant to frame

\-.’
the kinds of cultural generalizations popular in hls

LU

tine. Later cultural anestigators like Leonard Bloom—

field, Benjamin Lee Whorf; Edward Sapir and Ruth Benedict

‘tribes for their cultural pronouncements and proposi-

. tions. ;l Lo - L : B

'
- -

In essence, the methods of ethnographers. cultural

’

o
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anthropologists.and culturoLOgists were those deVeloped

- from etudiee_of_Indian tribes rat than of . European

- anotherp&ahiie society is. seen as a set of conditions

ethnica; Their cQncepts were thus colored byatheir own

R - , R Y
cultural conceptions. of *sub-cultural® groups. Little

" wonder that subsequent researchers'on the trail of Chi-
canos drew heavily from the existing-techniques and bodyt

“of knowledge already extant about American Indian

tribes. 'Chicanos have been seen simply as another

tribe. - S AN

CULTURE AND SOCIETY

3§

‘For many cultural researchera there is little

*

. . difference between a culture and a society. To be

sure;-theﬂuord-"society? was the,precureor of the;word

-“culture," but in -more ‘recent times definitive distinc-

tione have been draun\betveen these two words. FOr

‘one thing, the word ”culture" has come to be identified
:jas the apparatus for social conditioning, while "soc1ety“
'is seen as the configuration of social interaction; for

'anqther, culture has become the.domain of anthrOpologists.

'14e§'-°f socidlogists. Perhape-the most inportant
diffetence between culture and’ society lies in the view

that culture is transmissible from one generation to,

"y

not nqubgari;y transmigsible across the generations.
- © i ¢ v 4 , 4 )
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- 7-_ This meanstthet society is seen as the eggregate of

metacqltural-phenomena; Culture.involvegla sx?bolic
procea&:.Sooietf is not a p:oceee eci generis but a

'manifeetatioﬁ 6; the stbclic process. Moreover, a
* society may. be the co‘gtruct of many cqltu;ee or of

intercultural dynamics.and action. Thus, societies may;

T ——— -

be ideal, pastoral, industrial,:techhological, etc._ .’
T ® o Co - : T ‘. i B
 But more importantly, forces may ;a¥ise ~which can

'tOpple a ‘society end a new society constructed on the
base of the old or on a nev base of its own without
supplanting the culture-or cultures involved. For
eXample, the Normans created a distinct society in Eng-

e ' ' land without supplanting the indigenous cultqres which

' eventlally overcame the Ndrﬁan society although retain- .

‘%, : .ing some of the features of Norman society. So too,

3\' - the Soviets constructed a new Bocxety on the base of . ~

* 3_

the Russian empire without critical alteration dt the

cultural characteristics of the people. 80c1ety. then.

]

is the product of ideation, not the ideation itself
which is cultural in nature. Voting is thus a social
valde, not' a cultural. value. But a~marriage ceremony
-__may be based‘ﬁn cultural values, not social values.
What this meane for Chicanos is that they may etrive .,

~

for the creation of a new or altered society without

4
i‘ -

having to give up their cultural identity.
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SOCIAL INSTITUTIONS ‘ _ .
(‘ . "~ . /‘

All ou.l”vl create social institutions. Some are

‘ -

;
,

ethnocultural. others sociocultural. Language for
R .', . example ia a social inatitution._ The family is another.

— Both of these are important social inptitutions for I

4
S

'; Chicanos because their culturalrnsanings'refloct the

essence of Chicano life. The barrio is also a social

) i - institution reélectingfthe tenacity of Chicano culture. bi;f
‘ ./ pATTERNS OF cbrwe . o w
| '+ -The patterns oficuiture*uned oy_Anglo-reéenrchers o /
“  to define Chioano culture hnve-beenomisinterpreted'at. i

~.

 best, spurious at’ worst. For example, William Madsen
writesz ' K L O

The Mexican—American does not suffer undue
'anxiety because of his propensity to sin.
Instead of blaming himself for his error, |
'he'freouently attributes it to adverse oircud;
-stances. The Latin does not think he missed

the bus because hé(arrived.too late. He |
blames the bos for 'leaving before he arrived.15

Tho list of such patterns is endless. Needless to say,

1

Chicanos have‘been defined by these,patterns_to their ‘

oisadvantage. The'alréady existing stereo-types about

( Lyitriam Madsen. The Mexican-Americgns of South
mgggg (New York: |lolt, Rinehart and Ninston. 1964),
l/po 160
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| Chicanos are further reinforced by these expository

patterns of culture., But vhat-researchers like Nad-

sen fail to taﬁp into account is that indeed some Mexi-

| can-Americans may blame adverse circumstances for their

predilections simply because in their dire Circum-i
stances thére is no one or nothing else to blame. The -
damage of such stealthy attributes-as the ”propensity

to sin," create however the impression'that Mexican- ‘
Americans are a promiscuous peOple given/;gcant
excesses,because of easy exculpability. Nothing could

be fa}ther .from the truth, Chicanos do not exhibit
propensities inordinate to Anglos in the realm °f3§}“°;
That they articulate different attitudes v1s—a-v18
soclal‘behav1or is a concomitant of their culture,

But in the main these attitudes'are not as'extreme as

Madsen would have us believe.

'As for the factor of missing ouses,-the question is

. one of linguistic structure and -agency. A monolingual

EnglishJspeaking *Latin® does not think the bus left

him vhen he says "I missed the bus.f Should he-be a
] monolingual Spanish-speaking "Latin® orga bilingual -
_(English'and Spanish-speaking) ﬁLatin." saying "me dejo .
,’-el camion (or'bus)“ does not necessarilj mean he is . |

_ & . ) . R
transferring "blameﬁ toﬂthe bus’in_questaon. on the

¢ .
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- pay only‘superficiai attention to Chicano culture.

THE CHICANO 'PERSPEC'TIVE

-.. ) - * S . . . . : ~ l'\ s .
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_contrarx, he ana *me -de jo el éamion'(Or bus)*" eimplyg."f

because there is no other way of descrioing that sgitua- :

tntion in Spanish. “For in.Spanihh'(as.in Engliéh)-agehcy

pending upon the syntactic structure evolved in .the

language.'_Actually. *me dejo eljbus" 13~an-e11iptical'

construCtion which any Spanieh*speeker would understand.!

. For unstated. is the mutally understood . clarification

»

"porque llege tarde”- (becanse I arrived late) or

"porque se fue antes de la- hora" (because it left early)
4

These are the nuances of language which are misundenv _

estood or escape the attention of Anglo. researchers ‘who

16 -

Pe)

' What is needed, of course, is a Chicano perspec-

tive in the definition of Chicano'cu;ture; For Chicano

culture to be reelly understood requires the "inside"
view, bearing in mind. of course,. that Chicanos do not
constitute a homogenébus group any more than Anglos..“

Invariably, in any discussion with novitiates to

Chicano culture'the questions arise¢ . what is Chicanof

-

16 ee. for example. Philip D.. Ortego. “Some Cul-

o turel Implications of a Hexicanquerican gorder Dialect
‘of American English.“ Studiee in Linguistics. vol's 21,

‘1969-70. .. - -
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;is sometimes objective and sometimes subjective. de- L
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| culture? How is it identified? The questions beg no
, easy response save that the proof of Chicano culture
L4 - *

' lies in Chicanos themselves.’

A. What is Chicanqigflture°

Like other cultures. Chicano culture is the aggre-'
gate of the shared 1deation of a people seeking to
,improve their quality of life.’ lchicano culture is not
. an offshoot.of Anglo%American culture; if anything, it
is an offshoot of Mekican culture in spatial contact
»with Anglo-American. culture.' while it . may reflect

| striking simllaritié! to Mexican culture, it also

reflects strlking 81m11ar1tles to Anglo-Amerlcan culture.-f

Yet it is not a synthesis of both as much as it is an

1nteractive neshing of both.‘ Chicanos ake not mls—
placed Mexicans; although cultural,and-linguistic af-" .
_ffhity,oreserves a kindred spirit_between them;_ Chi; f.
cano culture is not a hybrid; it.is purposive in its

L 4

tenacity to develop its an'cultural identity..

B. How is'Chicano culture identified?
Perhaps the single most important_characteristi
of Chicano culture is language. Generally Chicanos aref

identified primarily as Spanish-speakers although great .

-numbers of them speak English as»well or are English- ~:L'

»

speakers only.. Linguistically. however. Chicanos haVe

¥y
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evoiued h unique language-system-which empioys the syn~ .

-"tacticzetructures of both English and Spanish-eithet'

" wbinary phenomenon."

Chicanos. _."

'-independentiy or in mixed utterance now identified as

o

17 The. binary line has become a

distinguishing element of the 1inguistic system of

' Other identifiers of. Chicano culture include
cuetoms and conventions which were originally'Mexican
in character but now greazi'.influEnced and/or altered
by environmental contact with Anglo culture. In some
cases tbe custom or convention may be American in o
origin and made "Mexican" by the cultural propensity of
Chicanos. -The music‘of Chicano culture is alao dis-

tinctive. ThevconJunto (group), for example, is an

imitation of Mexican conjuntos, but Chicanos add Amer- ;,h'

ican instrumentation and tempos te such Mexican types

of muSic as the "corrido.v There are magy other items

w‘ ’

| one could enumerate in identifying Chicano culture.

¥ Yo

Suffice to- say, that Chicano culture is 1dentified

essentially by its mixed elementscm'Angio and MeXican

f

17

“Speaking Mexican-American Children, U: S..Office of Edu-

cation (ERIC/CRSSS) and New Mexle¢o State University. Las _

Cruces. New Mexico, February. 1969.
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See Carl L. ‘Rosen and Philip D. Ortego. Problems
and Strategies in Teaching the Language Arts to Spanish- .
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cultﬁre ‘angd. English aﬁd'sganisﬁ language.

"w. :-* thd American word "truck" becomea 'troca” in'ChicanO-
A L % ,

e dematriatqr in Chicano English. ‘Bath asf sugstantially
- BT T . {
e 77:; L'@ “hiew ﬁords being created gor distinct 1inguistic needs.T

- - 3

e goucwsxon ~ L LT

' 'Vflg?.' T 2{';V¥ ‘4[ried to: écint’out..;hicapos ‘have beén
?"{! .";5}3¢f., 1:1-treated by conqepts-df culture dcri;cd fnom.domi-“
;wﬁf ¥;; i*'”’nant group‘;alues and norms.: Tt; general tendency ‘has ;-E”
o EC;‘? \ ? been to' regard Chicanos as Mexicans in the United States.
.dh ._'3ﬂ: add-thet;fore car:iens pr actbrd of«ﬂexican culture;' o
| : ' -But cultural contact hat érbated a distinct process of

;11" bin,ry phenomena where Chicanos may manifest behaviors

PN .o
: . A \__'.
! . Y
R4

S drawn from either Mekican or Anglo-gcerican cuiture.

3
" ... ——

;$5r2,_' N The result 1s Chicano dﬁlturg. . lf;;i“.g ~T
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‘For'’ example, "

- . a ) T 'o '_o-'

-f%*;h; ,Spanish. And.the Mexjcan word "dGQQadrar" becomes e

e




